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Abstract
Two hundred thirty-two manager-subordinate dyads provided data on the effort expended toward the development of leader-member exchange (LMX) relationships, how such effort related to expectations about relationship
quality, and intentions to exert future effort toward relationship development. For both managers and subordinates, higher quality LMX relationships were reported and expectations were met when the other member of the
dyad put forth effort into relationship development. One’s own higher effort coupled with lower effort by the other
was associated with a lower quality LMX relationship. Examination of the 4 dimensions of LMX (R. C. Liden & J.
M. Maslyn, 1998) revealed unique effects depending on the dimension considered. In addition, LMX and relationship tenure interacted, showing that future effort toward relationship development was greatest when individuals
had been in higher quality relationships for longer periods of time.

Research on leader–member exchange (LMX) has shown
the value of high-quality leader–member relationships in organizations (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne,
1997). Leaders and followers in these high-LMX relationships
often report enhanced levels of satisfaction and effectiveness,
as well as mutual influence, more open and honest communication, greater access to resources, and more extra-role behaviors
(Gerstner & Day, 1997). Low-quality relationships, in contrast,
appear to put subordinates at a relative disadvantage in terms
of job benefits and career progress (Vecchio, 1997). In low-quality relationships, members receive less access to the supervisor,
fewer resources, and more restricted information, potentially
leading to dissatisfaction in the job, lower organizational commitment, and employee turnover (Gerstner & Day, 1997).
Although LMX research has looked at differences in leader–
member relationships and their effects on individuals and organizations, an area that has not received as much attention
is dyad members’ beliefs about how these relationships developed to the point they are currently (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
A growing body of research has examined antecedents and
longitudinal development of LMX (e.g., Bauer & Green, 1996;
Deluga, 1998; Duchon, Green, & Taber, 1986; Liden, Wayne, &
Stilwell, 1993), but an area absent in the literature has been investigation into the relative effort that individuals put into relationships to cause them to develop as they have, as well as
individuals’ beliefs about whether the relationship developed
as they expected. These issues are important because they provide information about who is responsible for relationship development, whether the individuals feel they were able to develop the type of relationship they desired, and whether they

intend to exert future effort into the relationship relative to
current relationship quality.
The purpose of the present study was to investigate relative
effort made toward relationship development in manager–subordinate relationships. Specifically, we examined managers’
and subordinates’ reports of their own and their dyad partner’s
effort toward relationship development and whether the relationship had developed as they expected. Subordinates also indicated how much future effort they intended to put into the relationship. Data were analyzed relative to LMX status (higher
or lower LMX quality) and the dimensions of LMX identified by
Liden and Maslyn (1998). The findings have significant theoretical and practical implications for how relationships develop.
Effort in the Development of LMX Relationships
Despite the volume of literature on the development of
LMX relationships (for reviews, see Gerstner & Day, 1997;
Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), most research on this topic continues
to focus on the characteristics of leaders and followers, the interaction of these characteristics, and contextual variables (Liden et al., 1997). Examination of the social exchange processes
that contribute to relationship development has been essentially left to theory (Rousseau, 1998). If research in this area is
to advance, researchers must begin to empirically test issues
related to social exchange in leader–member relationships (Liden et al., 1997; Uhl-Bien, Graen, & Scandura, 2000). For example, researchers still do not know what the balance of effort is in LMXs. Do contributions to the relationship need to
be seen as equal, or is LMX based on one party contributing
697
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more? Does the balance vary depending on whether we examine one’s own effort versus effort by the other member of the
dyad? Did dyad members make attempts to develop a quality relationship, and what are individuals’ intentions in terms
of exerting future effort into relationship development (e.g.,
in a low-quality relationship, do they keep trying, or do they
quit?). Are these issues seen in the same way by both supervisors and subordinates?
Theoretical answers to these questions have been suggested
in social exchange perspectives of LMX relationships (Dienesch
& Liden, 1986; Liden et al., 1997; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997; UhlBien et al., 2000). In a direct application of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Homans, 1958; Mauss, 1950; Newcomb, 1961)
to LMX, Liden and colleagues (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Liden
et al., 1997) described leader–member relationship development as a series of steps that begins with the initial interaction
between the members of the dyad. This initial interaction is followed by a sequence of exchanges in which individuals “test”
one another to determine whether they can build the relational
components of trust, respect, and obligation necessary for highquality exchanges to develop (Uhl-Bien et al., 2000). If reception
of an exchange behavior (e.g., delegation) is positive and the
party initiating the exchange is satisfied with the response (e.g.,
the subordinate made an appropriate decision), the individuals
continue to exchange. If the response to an exchange is not positive (e.g., is not reciprocated or fails to show competence) or
if exchanges never occur, opportunities to develop high-quality exchanges are limited, and relationships will likely remain
at lower levels of LMX development (Dienesch & Liden, 1986;
Graen & Scandura, 1987; Uhl-Bien et al., 2000).
Underlying all of these perspectives is the assumption that
exchanges are based on effort exerted by the parties to the relationship (e.g., individuals exert effort to initiate exchanges,
reciprocate exchanges, etc.). The relative effort that dyad
members put forth and how this effort relates to LMX quality have not been examined, however. In one of the early experimental studies of LMX issues, leaders were trained to develop more effective exchanges with subordinates (Scandura
& Graen, 1984) by making an “offer” of a high-quality relationship, in other words, exerting effort into relationship development. When subordinates in low-quality LMX relationships saw this effort by managers, they responded positively,
resulting in improvement in LMX quality. By design, the supervisors initiated the effort. However, we do not know how
much effort supervisors put into the relationship, nor do we
know the followers’ roles in effort toward relationship building. This leaves unanswered the question of, in a naturally occurring manager–subordinate work relationship (i.e., one that
does not follow a specific intervention designed to direct manager behavior), whose effort is more influential in the successful development of a high-quality LMX relationship—the supervisor, the subordinate, or both?
Besides the lack of empirical research, the issue of relative effort has not been clearly defined in the conceptual research on reciprocity and exchange in LMX. Consistent with
social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), which states that when a
person provides something of value to another person it obligates the recipient to reciprocate, LMX theory states that
when a party makes an initial effort to develop the relationship (i.e., an “offer”) this effort must be reciprocated through
a series of exchanges. Blau noted, however, that such reciprocation is not always the case, such as when what is received is
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not valued or reciprocation is not possible. When no reciprocation happens repeatedly, the frequency of the valued offers diminishes. Because of this diminution, the key to effective relationship development according to social exchange and LMX
perspectives is not necessarily who initiates the exchanges—
LMX theory is very clear that this process may start with either the manager or the subordinate (Uhl-Bien et al., 2000)—
but that there is initiation and reciprocation. From a dyad
member’s standpoint, he or she must see effort on the part of
the partner, either in terms of initiation (i.e., a first step) or reciprocation (i.e., response to offers) for relationship development to proceed (Burgess & Huston, 1979).
Although the present study is not an investigation of reciprocity, the preceding discussion has implications for LMX relative to effort. When one considers effort in LMX, a key variable is likely to be how much effort the dyad partner exerts.
Regardless of how much effort individuals make toward relationship development, for their efforts to be successful there
must be effort on the part of the partner (Burgess & Huston,
1979). One can try and try, but if the partner does not put forth
effort, the relationship will go nowhere (Blau, 1964). If this
were not the case, that is, if own effort was the key variable
in relationship development, then low-quality relationships
would be a result of individuals consciously choosing to have
a poor LMX—a situation that is unlikely given the negative
consequences of these relationships (Gerstner & Day, 1997).
On the basis of the preceding discussion, we suggest that a
critical component of social exchange in LMX relationships is
effort by the dyad partner (whether manager or subordinate),
such that higher amounts of effort by the other will be positively associated with LMX:
Hypothesis 1a: For both managers and subordinates, a
higher amount of effort by the dyad partner will be associated with higher LMX (after the effect of one’s own effort
is controlled for).

A related issue is the role of one’s own effort in relationship
development. As we mentioned earlier, social exchange perspectives indicate that relationships are more satisfying and
stable when there is reciprocity and when rewards for each
partner are more or less equal (Buunk, Jan Doosje, Jans, & Hopstaken, 1993). Moreover, according to equity theorists, being either over- or underreciprocated in a relationship is accompanied by negative feelings (Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978).
If the other person is not trying despite the fact that one is making an effort, one’s own attempts are fruitless and may result in
the individual developing a more negative view of the relationship (e.g., “I keep giving and giving but get nothing in return”).
This latter situation may also be considered relative to “unbalanced overinvestment” relationships as described by Cogliser,
Schriesheim, Scandura, and Neider (1999), in which individuals believe they exerted a great deal of extra-role activity in the
relationship but the dyad partner does not perceive the same
type of exchange. Such unbalanced exchanges were found to
have less positive outcomes than balanced exchanges. Extending these concepts to relative effort, we can predict that the
role of own effort will be particularly relevant in feelings about
LMX relationships when effort by the other member is lower.
In such cases, imbalances in exchange involving higher levels
of own effort and lower other effort may represent to individuals their own futile attempts to develop relationships that are
not reciprocated (Burgess & Huston, 1979).
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Hypothesis 1b: For both managers and subordinates, there
will be an interactive effect of own effort and other effort
such that higher amounts of own effort and lower amounts
of other effort will be associated with lower quality LMX.

Effort and Dimensions of LMX
With notable exceptions, LMX theory has considered the exchanges between members to be essentially work-related. That
is, they consist of work-related behaviors such as effort toward
the job or favorable task assignments. However, in a recent review of the LMX literature, Liden et al. (1997) noted that LMX is
not based solely on the job-related elements emphasized in the
LMX research of Graen and his colleagues (Graen & Scandura,
1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) but may also include socially related “currencies.” In this vein, Dienesch and Liden (1986) and
Liden and Maslyn (1998) proposed four dimensions of LMX relationships labeled contribution (e.g., performing work beyond
what is specified in the job description), affect (e.g., friendship
and liking), loyalty (e.g., loyalty and mutual obligation), and professional respect (e.g., respect for professional capabilities). Other
LMX research has produced measures of these constructs and
demonstrated validity of these dimensions (Liden & Maslyn,
1998; Schriesheim, Neider, Scandura, & Tepper, 1992). Because
LMX relationships may consist of one or more of these factors,
examining the various dimensions of LMX might help us to
further understand effort toward relationship development by
managers and subordinates.
When the issue of effort is considered, exchange relationships based on various dimensions of LMX would likely show
differences in terms of whose effort is most important. Consistent with the reasoning presented above, the amount of effort
the dyad partner puts in will likely be important but perhaps
differentially for each of the dimensions. According to Dockery and Steiner (1990) and Day and Crain (1992), supervisors
and subordinates focus on different currencies of exchange
from their partners: Supervisors seek more work-related currencies, and subordinates seek more socially related currencies. By using the dimensions, a more work-related currency
is contribution, whereas the more social currencies would include affect, loyalty, and professional respect (Liden & Maslyn,
1998). Extending this logic, then, we would expect that for subordinates, the amount of effort put forth by the manager (i.e.,
other’s effort) would be positively related to the more “social”
dimensions of affect, loyalty, and professional respect but not
the more job-related dimension of contribution (Day & Crain,
1992; Dockery & Steiner, 1990). For managers, the amount of
effort put forth by the subordinate (i.e., other’s effort) would
be positively related to contribution. Thus, for effort by the
dyad partner, we predicted the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2a: Subordinates’ reports of effort by the manager will be positively related to affect, loyalty, and respect (after we controlled for the effects of their own effort,
and with contribution and the two dimensions not serving
as dependent variables).
Hypothesis 2b: Managers’ reports of effort by the subordinate will be positively related to contribution (after we
controlled for the effects of their own effort and the affect,
loyalty, and respect dimensions).

For one’s own effort, we expected a slightly different picture. In terms of professional respect, and consistent with the
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rationale for Hypothesis 1b, we would expect both managers’
and subordinates’ own effort to be negatively related to respect, in that the more own effort they put in the lower the respect. In other words, having to put forth too much effort into
the relationship would likely be associated with reduced respect for the other (e.g., “I had to put forth the effort myself,
and it was the manager’s/subordinate’s role!”). For contribution, consistent with the aforementioned rationale for managers, we would expect subordinates’ own effort to be more
highly associated with a factor such as contribution (“I am
putting effort into this relationship and so am willing to work
harder beyond what is required by my job description”). One’s
own effort may not be as relevant for shared (or less objective)
dimensions such as affect and loyalty. Therefore, we proposed
the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2c: For both managers and subordinates, own
effort will be negatively related to professional respect (after we controlled for effects of other’s effort and the affect,
loyalty, and contribution dimensions).
Hypothesis 2d: For subordinates, own effort will be positively related to contribution (after we controlled for the
effects of own effort and the affect, loyalty, and respect
dimensions).

Effort and Met Expectations
Although expectations have been explored in the LMX literature, it has been from the standpoint of expectations of
competence and future achievement considered in the development of the relationship (Liden et al., 1993; Wayne, Shore,
& Liden, 1997; Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard, & Werner, 1998).
If we look instead at whether expectations about the relationship were met, we do not know whether individuals report
that the relationship developed as anticipated. We also do not
know whether effort influences expectations or what happens
to expectations when a poor relationship results. Therefore, an
associated test of our prior hypotheses would be to examine
whether expectations about the relationship were met relative
to the effort put into the relationship.
Porter and Steers (1973) defined met expectations in terms
of the discrepancy between what one encounters and what
one expected to encounter. Consistent with earlier arguments
and expanding the rationale behind Hypothesis 1, met expectations are more likely to be related to the effort of the other
such that when the relationship did not develop as expected
it was because of the other (or else expectations would have
been met). In other words, reports of met expectations will
be positively associated with other’s effort, such that more effort by the dyad partner will be associated with higher met expectations (and vice versa). In addition, relative to own effort,
met expectations will likely be negatively related to own effort
such that when expectations are not met, individuals will report higher levels of own effort (“I tried and tried, but despite
my efforts, expectations were not met”).
Hypothesis 3a: For both managers and subordinates, effort toward LMX development by the other member of the
dyad will be positively associated with met expectations.
Hypothesis 3b: For both managers and subordinates, the
more effort one puts into relationship development (i.e.,
own effort), the lower the report of met expectations.
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Future Effort Toward Relationship Development
A final issue of interest is how one’s current relationship affects intentions to exert future effort toward relationship development. If dyad members do not have a high-quality relationship, do they keep trying to achieve a high-quality
relationship, or do they quit? Vecchio (1997) suggested that
individuals in low-quality LMX relationships are virtually
doomed to this status. Scandura and Graen (1984) found that
lower quality LMX employees had the potential to perform
better but did not make the effort—until the managers demonstrated effort toward the relationship and then LMX and performance improved. Although this research implies that those
with lower quality exchanges may not try to improve their relationships (unless they see the dyad partner try), this has not
been tested. In fact, the converse may be asked: If individuals
already have a high-quality relationship, do they feel they no
longer have to put effort into the relationship?
A factor that may be influential in answering this question
is tenure in the relationship.1 Individuals who are in relationships longer (either higher or lower quality) are likely to be influenced differently than those who have been in relationships
for shorter periods of time. Liden et al. (1997) proposed that
the focus of members engaged in generalized reciprocity (high
LMX) relationships is on further developing the relationship,
even if they have been in the relationship for a longer time. In
other words, as a positive relationship continues to develop,
members would increasingly look to put in effort. Individuals
whose relationships did not develop beyond lower levels and
who have been in the relationship for a longer period of time
are likely to exert little future effort, leaving them with a lower
quality relationship.
Hypothesis 4: Intended future effort will be a function of
subordinates’ current LMX quality and tenure in the relationship, such that highest future effort will be reported
by individuals who have had good relationships for longer periods of time.

Method
Sample and Procedure
Data were collected from employees operating in one division in
the southeastern region of a large, international service organization.
The sample consisted of front-line employees involved directly in service delivery to customers, managers up to four levels above these
employees, and support staff. All respondents were asked to complete a questionnaire regarding their immediate managers (subordinate survey). Managers were then asked to complete a similar questionnaire about their subordinates (manager survey). Questionnaires
were distributed over a 2-week period during meetings held by one
of the researchers to describe the study and give participants time to
complete the survey. In some cases, employees wanted to participate
but were not able to attend meetings, so they were given the questionnaire with an envelope in which to return it to the researcher. Participation was voluntary, and confidentiality was assured.
The division of the organization from which we sampled had approximately 1,100 employees. After discussing with our research
contact how to proceed with the study, we decided to randomly
sample a subset of these employees by attending work unit meetings to distribute questionnaires. Employees were allowed to complete the survey on company time. As a result, 36 work groups with
25 different managers (these numbers are slightly different because 4
1
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managers were responsible for more than 1 work group) comprising
a range of job responsibilities were surveyed (approximately 25%
of the organization). Employees present at the meetings completed
surveys, with a total of 280 subordinate surveys completed (survey
completion was optional, and 18 of the 298 respondents in the meetings declined the opportunity to complete the survey). Some employees did not complete the subordinate survey in an appropriate
manner, resulting in 6 unusable surveys. In addition, identification
codes were missing on 16 subordinate surveys (6 were missing respondent identification codes and 10 were missing leader identification codes), so these surveys could not be used in the matched-sample analyses. A total of 276 manager surveys were returned. Of these
surveys, 1 did not have a leader identification code, and 3 were unusable because the managers failed to complete the back side of the
survey. This resulted in 232 matched manager–subordinate dyads,
reflecting 78% of the total number of subordinates solicited. Because
managers completed both manager and subordinate questionnaires,
the subordinate analyses were run both with and without managers’ responses (as subordinates) to determine whether participation
as both supervisor and subordinate influenced the results. No differences were found; therefore, the overall sample included the managers’ responses on the subordinate survey.
Respondents were primarily male (63% were male, 26% were female, and 11% did not specify their sex) and between the ages of 20
and 35 years (22% were 25 or younger, 39% were between 26 and 35,
21% were between 36 and 45, 4% were between 46 and 55, and 2%
were older than 55; 12% left this item blank). Ninety-two percent of
respondents worked full-time, with 37% holding a bachelor’s degree
or higher (16% had a high school degree or less, 10% had an associate’s degree, 23% had some college, 29% had a bachelor’s degree, 4%
had some graduate work, 4% held a master’s degree, and 14% did
not respond to this question). Most of the sample was White (68%),
with 2% Black, 7% Hispanic, 3% Asian, 2% American Indian, and
6% “other” (12% left this item blank). The average tenure with the
company was 5.55 years (SD = 5.36 years), and the average tenure
with the supervisor was 10.0 months (SD = 10.5 months).

Measures
The subordinate measures included LMX quality (assessed with
the LMX-7 [Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995] and the multidimensional
leader–member exchange scale [LMX-MDM; Liden & Maslyn,
1998]), own and other’s effort put into relationship development, intentions to put forth future effort into relationship development, and
met expectations about relationship quality. Because of space limitations and the number of surveys that managers needed to complete
for multiple subordinates, managers were given a shortened version
of the subordinate questionnaire. The manager measures included
manager LMX, met expectations, and own and other’s effort (but
did not include LMX-MDM or future effort). The met expectations
and effort measures were created specifically for this study because
these issues had not been tested before in the LMX literature.
LMX. LMX was assessed by using two measures: the LMX-7
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) and the LMX-MDM developed by Liden
and Maslyn (1998). Because the LMX-MDM is a relatively new measure with limited published validation beyond the original work of
Liden and Maslyn, reporting both measures allows us to examine
the characteristics of the composite MDM relative to the LMX-7 to
determine how each functions in the data analyses. Moreover, although the LMX-7 measure alone would provide a good basis for
relationship quality, the LMX-MDM provides the opportunity to
test the hypotheses relative to dimensions of LMX. Until we know
more about the LMX-MDM composite measure, using both instruments allows us to examine overall LMX as well as its dimensions
while strengthening the research findings and contributing to discussion of measurement issues in LMX.
The LMX-7 consists of 7 items that characterize various aspects of
the working relationship between the supervisor and the subordinate,
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including effectiveness of the working relationship, understanding of
job problems and needs, recognition of potential, and willingness to
support the other (α = .90). The LMX-MDM is a 12-item measure (α =
.92) containing four subscales (3 items per scale) of LMX dimensions.
Affect evaluates the friendship and liking that the dyad member feels
toward the other (α = .86), Loyalty evaluates the amount of loyalty
the dyad member feels the other has toward him or her (e.g., “come
to my defense”; α = .80), Contribution assesses the subordinate’s willingness to put forth effort beyond what is required by the job description (e.g., “work my hardest” and “willing to apply extra efforts to
meet my manager’s work goals”; α = .66), and Professional Respect
assesses the amount of respect the individual has for the other regarding his or her job knowledge or competence (α = .84).
Finally, supervisors completed a mirror version of the LMX7 (manager LMX; α = .92), worded to capture what the manager receives from the subordinate in the relationship (vs. past approaches
that have primarily captured what the manager provides to the subordinate; e.g., Liden et al., 1993). We chose this approach to be consistent with the subordinate version, which captures what the subordinate receives from the manager. Sample items include “Do you know
where you stand with this subordinate … do you usually know how
satisfied this subordinate is with what you do?” “How well does this
subordinate understand your job problems and needs?” “Regardless
of the amount of formal authority your employee has, what are the
chances that he/she would ‘bail you out’ at his/her expense?” and
“What are the chances this subordinate would use his/her power to
help you solve problems in your work?” Response categories were
matched to the wording of each item. This measure showed both internal consistency (an exploratory factor analysis indicated one factor
capturing 67% of the variance) and construct validity (a correlation of
.46 with LMX, compared with the meta-analytic findings of a mean
sample-weighted correlation of .29 between leader and member reports of LMX; Gerstner & Day, 1997).
Effort into relationship development. Managers and subordinates were asked to think about their roles in LMX relationship development and then responded to two questions. The first question
asked, “How much effort have you put into developing a good relationship with your manager [subordinate]?” This was labeled manager-reported effort or subordinate-reported effort. The second question
asked, “How much effort has your manager [subordinate] put into
developing a good relationship with you?” This was labeled manager reports of subordinate effort or subordinate reports of manager effort.
Both items used a 5-point response format ranging from none at all to
a great deal. Although the use of single-item measures can be problematic (see Schriesheim, Hinkin, & Podsakoff, 1991), recent research on
the equivalence of single-item measures with multiple-item measures
of the same construct have shown that one can obtain equally valid
ratings from either measure, depending on the issue being addressed
(Gardner, Cummings, Dunham, & Pierce, 1998; Wanous, Reichers, &
Hudy, 1997). Drawing from Sackett and Larson (1990), Wanous et al.
(1997) noted, “If the construct being measured is sufficiently narrow
or is unambiguous to the respondent, a single item may suffice” (p.
247). Because what we were trying to assess was a relatively straightforward event (amount of effort exerted) rather than a less stable construct such as an attitude or a mood, our single-item measures should
have sufficed in capturing the amount of effort exerted.
To provide further validation of our measures, however, we conducted a test–retest analysis to provide evidence of the stability of
the measures.2 The effort items were administered twice to 68 fulltime working adults attending master’s of business administration classes as part of a survey on relationships between subordinates and their managers. To test for a social desirability bias, the
survey also contained a 10-item version of the Crowne–Marlowe
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) Social Desirability Scale (Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972). The retest part of the survey was not given again until
approximately 4 weeks later to reduce memory effects (Ghiselli,
2
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Campbell, & Zedeck, 1981). The test–retest reliability, as indicated
by the correlation between the same items at the two points in time,
was .73 for reports of participants’ own effort and .76 for reports of
managers’ effort. Correlations between the effort items and the social desirability measure were not significant (correlations at the
two time periods ranged from −.07 to .13), suggesting that responses
were not influenced by social desirability bias. These results support
the reliability of the effort measures.
Future effort was measured for subordinates by using a four-item
scale developed for this study. The questions asked how much effort
the subordinate intended to put forth in the next month toward improving the relationship with the manager (5-point response format
ranging from none at all to a great deal), the extent to which the respondent agreed that establishing an effective relationship was a top priority in the future, whether the subordinate was too busy to invest
time in the relationship (reverse-scored), and whether the subordinate
agreed with the statement “I do not have the energy to invest in this
relationship” (the latter three items were rated on a 5-point agree–disagree scale). The 1-month time frame is consistent with other LMX research to capture potential relationship quality changes (e.g., 2 months
by Bauer & Green, 1996; 2 weeks, 6 weeks, and 6 months by Liden et
al., 1993). Cronbach’s alpha for the measure was .79.
Met expectations. Met expectations of relationship quality were
assessed by both managers and subordinates using similarly worded
three-item measures asking whether the relationship had developed
as expected, whether the relationship had disappointed the respondent (reverse-scored), and whether the relationship had surpassed
his or her expectations (5-point agree–disagree response format).
Cronbach’s alpha for the subordinate version was .72, whereas for
the manager version, it was .82.
Dyadic tenure. Dyadic tenure was based on subordinates’ reports of how long they had been working with their present manager (measured in months).

Results
The hypotheses were tested using multiple regression analysis, including hierarchical regression used to test the interaction hypotheses (Hypotheses 1b and 4). Due to potential effects of various demographic variables on relationship quality
(Bauer & Green, 1996; Liden et al., 1993; Wayne, Liden, & Sparrowe, 1994), subordinates’ gender, age, level of education, and
dyadic tenure were used as controls in the regression analyses.
As we noted earlier, dyadic tenure was also examined more
closely in the test of Hypothesis 4 because of its expected relationship with future effort.
Variable means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations
are reported in Table 1, which shows that the mean levels of
effort reported by managers and subordinates regarding their
own effort and the effort of the dyad partner were above the
scale midpoint with good variation. T tests showed that subordinates’ reports of their own and their dyad partner’s effort
did not differ, t(259) = 0.84, ns, whereas managers’ reports of
their own effort were significantly higher than their reports of
subordinates’ effort toward relationship development, t(271)
= 5.84, p < .001. The zero-order correlations indicate that both
subordinates’ and managers’ reports of their own and their
dyad partner’s effort were positively associated with all measures of LMX.
Hypothesis 1a predicted that effort toward LMX development by the other member of the dyad would be positively associated with LMX when effort on the part of the respondent
was being taken into account. This hypothesis was tested two
ways. First, manager and subordinate evaluations of LMX
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Variables
Variable 			

M

SD

1

1. LMX-7
3.77
0.78
—
2. Manager LMX
3.72
0.74 .46
3. LMX-MDM (composite)
4.02
0.60 .80
4. LMX-MDM Contribution
4.11
0.63 .56
5. LMX-MDM Affect
4.13
0.67 .69
6. LMX-MDM Loyalty
3.81
0.76 .79
7. LMX-MDM Professional Respect
4.02
0.76 .69
8. Subordinate-reported effort
3.73
0.99 .38
9. Subordinate reports of manager effort
3.69
0.94 .67
10. Manager-reported effort
3.84
0.88 .36
11. Manager reports of subordinate effort
3.63
0.95 .46
12. Met expectations (by subordinate)
3.79
0.85 .61
13. Met expectations (by manager)
3.88
0.91 .35
14. Future effort
3.69
0.71 .42
15. Dyadic tenure (months)
10.04
9.19 .15
16. Education (subordinate)
3.75
1.73 –.01
17. Age (years; subordinate)
28.60 12.20 .11
18. Gender (subordinate)			
–.01

2

3

—
.42 —
.29 .79
.42 .86
.39 .89
.33 .88
.27 .29
.39 .55
.48 .28
.68 .45
.39 .67
.60 .30
.25 .50
.31 .19
.08 –.05
.30 .08
.12 .03

4

5

6

7

—
.55 —
.62 .70 —
.58 .70 .68 —
.38 .20 .28 .16
.42 .44 .53 .49
.21 .27 .27 .21
.39 .37 .41 .39
.43 .61 .61 .62
.27 .22 .31 .22
.52 .35 .42 .45
.15 .20 .19 .11
.01 –.10 –.04 –.05
.11 .03 .15 –.02
.01 –.02 –.04 .14

8

9

—
.59 —
.20 .29
.20 .34
.16 .52
.16 .28
.41 .31
.03 .06
.01 –.01
.18 .14
.05 .04

10

11

12

—
.84
.26
.29
.07
.12
.01
.20
.08

—
.39 —
.50 .26
.25 .21
.15 .11
.07 –.10
.25 .01
.15 –.02

13

14

15

16

17

—
.14
.16
.01
.14
.01

—
.21 —
.01 –.13 —
.00 .05 .07 —
.15 .15 –.03 –.14

18

—

Means and standard deviations of scaled variables were based on a 5-point scale, unless otherwise noted. Gender was coded 1 = male and 2 = female.
Education was based on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (high school or less) to 7 (master’s degree or greater). The sample size based on listwise deletion
was 182 (excluding correlations with demographics, for which N = 153). All correlations ≥ .16 are significant at p < .05. All correlations ≥ .20 are
significant at p < .01. LMX = leader–member exchange; MDM = multidimensional scale.

quality were regressed on judgments of effort as reported by
the same source (e.g., subordinate-reported LMX regressed
on subordinate-reported effort), and second, LMX quality as
reported by each member of the dyad was regressed on the
reports of effort from the other member. This second (crossdyad) method provides a test that removes the possibility of
same-source bias between independent and dependent variables. Table 2 shows the results of these four analyses.
In the within-source analysis of manager and subordinate
reports, effort by the other member was positively associated
with LMX after we controlled for the effects of own effort, supporting Hypothesis 1a. In the cross-dyad analysis, both manager and subordinate reports of effort by the other member of
the dyad were positively associated with relationship quality
as reported by the separate source, also supporting Hypothesis
1a. Therefore, for both members of the dyad, LMX quality was
related to effort by the other member of the dyad. This was a
robust finding in that it was supported in both the within- and
cross-dyad evaluations of the dependent variable.
Hypothesis 1b addressed the effects of one’s own effort and
proposed that LMX would be lower when individuals reported
higher amounts of own effort and lower amounts of effort by
the other. The entry of the interaction term of one’s own and
the dyad partner’s effort resulted in a significant increase in accounted variance in LMX for both subordinate and manager reports (within-source). Figure 1 shows regression lines of manager and subordinate effort toward LMX development at higher
and lower levels of effort by the other member of the dyad (levels were based on ±1 SD from the mean for each variable; Cohen & Cohen, 1983). For subordinates, one’s own higher effort
coupled with lower effort by the manager was associated with
a lower quality relationship. The effect was more dramatically
shown in the manager data. When managers reported effort toward a subordinate who exerted lower levels of effort, this was
associated with lower LMX quality. These findings were not

replicated when the dependent variable was assessed by the
dyad partner. Therefore, Hypothesis 1b was supported by the
within-source data but not the cross-dyad analyses. 3
The second set of hypotheses addressed the relationship
between effort and the LMX-MDM dimensions. Because the
LMX-MDM data were available only from subordinates, two
sets of analyses were run: one with subordinate reports of effort and subordinate-reported LMX-MDM (within-source),
and the other with manager reports of effort and subordinatereported LMX-MDM (cross-dyad). As we expected, the findings revealed unique effects for some of the dimensions (see
Table 3).
Hypotheses 2a and 2b addressed effort by the dyad partner in predicting LMX dimensions. We expected that subordinates’ reports of manager effort would be positively related
to affect, respect, and loyalty (Hypothesis 2a) and that managers’ reports of subordinate effort would be positively related
to contribution (Hypothesis 2b). We tested these hypotheses
by using the most stringent analyses, removing the effects of
the other dimensions and controlling for the respondents’ own
3

We tested the effect of number of subordinates each manager evaluated on the findings for dyad member effort and LMX (Hypotheses
1a and 1b). This test divided managers into two groups: those with
fewer than 11 subordinates and those with 11 or more subordinates.
In the resulting eight analyses (two within-dyad and two acrossdyad for both the larger and smaller groups), we replicated our initial findings and supported our hypothesis regarding the importance of other’s effort as a predictor of relationship quality in all but
one case: The subordinate reports of effort in predicting LMX quality reported by the manager showed significance for other’s effort at
p < .11. This result occurred in the small group sample, which had a
low sample size (54 dyads). In all analyses, the interaction hypothesis was not supported, possibly due to the loss of power from splitting the sample. On the basis of this cross-validation across the samples, we are confident that there was no systematic effect associated
with the number of subordinates each manager evaluated.
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Table 2. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Subordinate and Manager Reports of Leader–Member Exchange (LMX) on Subordinate
and Manager Reports of Effort.
Subordinate-reported LMX
Variable

Adjusted
R2

ΔR2

β

Manager-reported LMX
Adjusted
R2

ΔR2

β

Subordinate reports of effort
Step 1
.44
Subordinate age		
Subordinate education 		
Subordinate gender 		
Dyadic tenure 		
Subordinate-reported effort 		
Subordinate reports of manager effort		
Step 2
.45
Subordinate-Reported Effort ×
Subordinate Reports of Manager Effort 		

.44** 		
.31
.31**
.02				
.04				
–.05				
.10*				
–.02				
.68**				
.01* 		
.30
–.01
.61*				

.24**
.11
.09
.31**
–.09
.41**
.08

Manager reports of effort
Step 1
.17
.17**		
.53
.53**
Subordinate age			
.03			
.17**
Subordinate education			
–.02			
.05
Subordinate gender			
–.09			
.03
Dyadic tenure			
.09			
.22**
Manager-reported effort			
–.09			
–.30**
Manager reports of subordinate effort			
49**			
.83**
Step 2
.17
.00		
.55
.02**		
Manager-Reported Effort x Manager						
Reports of Subordinate Effort			
–.54			
1.05**
Degrees of freedom at Step 1 were 6, 203 and 6, 175 for the subordinate reports of effort with LMX and manager LMX, respectively, and 6, 178
and 6, 184 for the manager reports of effort with LMX and manager
LMX, respectively. Gender was coded 1 = male and 2 = female.
* p < .05. **p < .01.

effort. Findings indicate partial support. For subordinates, reports of effort on the part of the manager were positively related to professional respect and loyalty but not affect (supporting Hypothesis 2a for respect and loyalty but not affect).
Manager-reported effort by subordinates was not significantly
related to contribution, failing to support Hypothesis 2b. In
addition, though not predicted, managers’ reports of subordinate effort were also positively related to respect, mirroring
the findings using subordinates’ reports of effort.
Hypotheses 2c and 2d addressed predictions related to levels of one’s own effort in relationship development. In support of both of these hypotheses, results showed that after we
controlled for the effects of other dimensions and effort by the
dyad partner, for both managers and subordinates one’s own
effort was negatively related to professional respect (Hypothesis 2c), and for subordinates one’s own effort was positively
related to contribution (Hypothesis 2d).
Because the results for professional respect might suggest
a curvilinear relationship or suppressor effect caused by reports of the dyad partner’s effort, we tested for both of these.
The results of these analyses (Pedhazur, 1982) were not significant. Overall, in examining dimensions of LMX, the findings
varied slightly from those for LMX (using LMX-7), suggesting
the value of examining dimensions to gain a more specific understanding of differential effects of components of LMX that
would not be demonstrated by the overall LMX alone.
Hypothesis 3a predicted that, for both managers and subordinates, effort by the dyad partner toward relationship de-

velopment would be positively related to met expectations
(controlling for one’s own effort). Again, this hypothesis was
tested using both same-source and cross-dyad analyses. Generally consistent with the findings for effort and LMX, Hypothesis 3a was supported for both managers and subordinates in the same source analysis. The cross-dyad analysis
indicated support for the regression of subordinate-reported
met expectations on the managers’ reports of effort but not in
the prediction of the managers’ met expectations using subordinate reports of effort (see Table 4). Therefore, Hypothesis 3a
received support in three of four analyses in which effort by
the dyad partner was positively associated with met expectations of subordinates and managers.
For reports of one’s own effort and met expectations, we
predicted that reports of one’s own effort would be negatively
associated with met expectations (Hypothesis 3b). The regression results (controlling for effort by the other) indicate that
one’s own effort in relationship development was negatively
related to met expectations for subordinates and managers,
showing that the more effort they put in themselves, the less
their expectations were met. The same-source and cross-dyad
analyses showed the same pattern as with reports of effort by
the dyad partner: Each analysis supported Hypothesis 3b with
the exception of the regression of managers’ met expectations
on subordinate reports of effort.
Finally, Hypothesis 4 predicted that subordinate future effort toward relationship development would be associated
with an interaction between the subordinates’ current LMX
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though not identical with, those using the LMX-7. In regression tests of Hypothesis 1a, subordinate reports of manager
effort were significantly associated with the composite LMXMDM. In a similar manner, manager reports of subordinate effort (cross-dyad analysis) were significant, with subordinate
effort positively related to the composite LMX-MDM. The interaction of subordinate reports of their own effort and effort
by the manager (Hypothesis 1b) was significant at a marginal
level (p < .10; slightly weaker finding than the LMX-7). As with
the LMX-7, the interaction (Hypothesis 1b) was not significant
in the cross-dyad analysis. Finally, in tests of the composite
LMX-MDM with future effort as the dependent variable, the
hypothesis (Hypothesis 4) regarding the interaction between
relationship quality and dyadic tenure was not supported.
Discussion

Figure 1. Interaction of self-effort and other’s effort toward the development of leader–member exchange (LMX) by subordinates and
managers.

quality and their dyadic tenure, such that higher levels of future effort would be reported by individuals who had good relationships for longer periods of time. Table 5 reports the results of hierarchical regression analysis showing dyadic tenure
and LMX interacting to predict future effort, providing support for this hypothesis. Figure 2 shows details of the interaction, with regression lines of higher and lower LMX at higher
and lower levels of dyadic tenure (again, levels were based on
±1 SD from the mean for each variable). The interaction indicates that intended future effort was greatest when a higher
quality relationship was coupled with longer dyadic tenure. These findings suggest that as tenure in the relationship
increases, those in higher quality relationships intend to put
forth increasing levels of effort while those in lower quality relationships intend to put forth the same amount of effort as
those in shorter term relationships of lower quality.
In addition, because this is one of the first reported uses of
both the LMX-7 and the LMX-MDM, we assessed the composite measure of the LMX-MDM (relative to the LMX-7) when
overall relationship quality was a hypothesized independent or dependent variable. The results were very similar to,

In a test of key LMX issues, the findings of the present
study show that effort made by dyad members is related to
the quality of relationships that develop, but that effort by the
dyad partner appears to be the critical factor associated with
higher quality relationship formation. In both same-source and
cross-dyad regression analyses, effort by the dyad partner was
positively and significantly associated with LMX. As we hypothesized, the level of self-effort reported by the participants
played a smaller role in light of judgments of the other member’s effort, with one’s own effort associated with LMX when
other effort was low and then in a negative direction (found
for both managers and subordinates in same-source but not
cross-dyad regression analyses). Met expectations of relationship quality were positively associated with LMX, but effort by
the dyad partner and reports of one’s own effort showed differential effects with met expectations: Effort by the dyad partner was positively related and one’s own effort was negatively
related to met expectations (in three of four analyses). Taken
together, these findings for effort and expectations show that
managers and subordinates in higher quality LMX relationships reported greater effort by the dyad partner and higher
levels of met expectations, whereas own effort was associated
with lower met expectations. It is interesting that although
no significant differences were found between mean levels of
subordinates’ reports of their own and other’s effort, managers’ reports of own effort were significantly higher than their
reports of effort by the subordinate, indicating that they felt
their own effort toward relationship development was greater
than their subordinates’ effort.
The findings also show that in situations of lower quality
LMX individuals reported that the relationship did not develop as they had expected, suggesting that the relationship
was a disappointment to lower LMX managers and subordinates. This is an important issue that has not been clearly addressed before in LMX research. Though we know that LMX is
related to satisfaction with the relationship (Gerstner & Day,
1997), it is less clear whether those in lower LMX relationships
believed that the relationship could have been better. The findings of the present study indicate that individuals in these relationships wanted the relationships to be better and that they
believed they tried, but the relationships did not work. Although future research is needed, such results suggest that individuals believe it is the other’s fault, and this may be a stronger effect for managers, who reported greater overall effort by
themselves than they reported for their subordinates.
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to their reports of loyalty and professional respect in the relationship (social dimensions) but were not significantly related
to their reports of contribution in the relationship (a work-related dimension) or affect. Contrary to predictions, managers’

Table 3. Regression Analysis of the Multidimensional Leader–Member Exchange Scale (LMX–MDM) on Subordinate and Manager
Reports of Effort.
LMX–MDM composite

Variable

Subordinate

Manager

Contribution
Subordinate

Manager

Professional respect
Subordinate

Manager

Affect
Subordinate

Manager

Loyalty
Subordinate

Subordinate age
.00
–.01
.05
.08
–.10*
–.13**
.02
–.02
.06
Subordinate education
–.01
–.09
.01
.02
–.01
–.04
–.02
–.04
.03
Subordinate gender
.00
–.06
–.04
–.02
.12**
.09
–.05
–.04
–.07
Dyadic tenure
.11
.10
.00
.04
–.02
–.04
.04
.04
.06
Contribution					
.23**
.20**
.08
.13*
.20**
Professional respect			
.34**
.28**			
.46**
.40**
.27**
Affect			
.11
.17*
.40**
.38**			
.20**
Loyalty			
.27**
.29**
.24**
.26**
.29**
.34**		
Self-reported effort
–.01
–.26**
.30**
–.12
–.19**
–.17*
.03
.11
–.03
Reported effort by										
the dyad partner
.59**
.66**
–.11
.15
.19**
.27**
.03
–.08
.21**
F
18.48**
8.87** 24.48** 19.95** 46.28** 35.98** 37.23** 32.07** 38.70**
Adjusted R2
.33
.20
.50
.48
.66
.63
.61
.60
.62

Manager

.09
.01
–.08
.04
.22**
.28**
.34**
.01
.04
31.68**
.60

The dependent variables were provided only by subordinates. Values reported are standardized beta weights. Degrees of freedom for subordinate
analyses were 6, 203 for the LMX–MDM composite and 9, 200 for each dimension and for manager analyses were 6, 178 and 9, 175, respectively.
Gender was coded 1 = male and 2 = female.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

Table 4. Regression Analysis of Subordinate and Manager Reports of Met Expectations on Subordinate and Manager Reports of
Effort
Subordinate-reported
met expectations
Variable

Adjusted
R2

ΔR2

Manager-reported
met expectations
β

Adjusted
R2

ΔR2

β

Subordinate reports of effort
Overall equation
.41
.41**		
.12
.12**
Subordinate age			
–.01			
Subordinate education			
–.08			
Subordinate gender			
–.01			
Dyadic tenure			
–.01			
LMX-7			
.48**			
Subordinate-reported effort			
–.28**			
Subordinate reports of manager effort			
.34**			

.07
–.04
–.00
.14
.26**
–.04
.09

Manager reports of effort
Overall equation
.13
.13**		
.41
.41*
Subordinate age			
–.10			
Subordinate education			
–.14			
Subordinate gender			
–.14			
Dyadic tenure			
.00			
Manager LMX			
.11			
Manager-reported effort			
–.27**			
Manager reports of subordinate effort			
.51**			

–.09
–.08
–.09
–.01
.36*
–.25*
.57*

Degrees of freedom were 7, 196 and 7, 171 for the subordinate reports of effort with subordinate- and manager-reported met expectations,
respectively, and 7, 173 and 7, 183 for the manager reports of effort with LMX and manager-reported met expectations, respectively. Gender was
coded 1 = male and 2 = female. LMX = leader–member exchange.
** p < .01.
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Table 5. Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Future Effort on
LMX-7 and Dyadic Tenure.
Variable

Adjusted R2

ΔR2

Step 1
.25
.25**
Subordinate age			
Subordinate education			
Subordinate gender			
Dyadic tenure			
LMX-7			
Subordinate-reported effort			
Step 2
.27
.02*
Dyadic Tenure x LMX-7			

β
–.01
.01
.14*
.07
.44**
–.16
.52*

Degrees of freedom at Step 1 were 7, 180. Gender was coded 1 =
male and 2 = female. LMX = leader–member exchange.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

reports of subordinate effort (i.e., other effort) were not related
to contribution. These results are not wholly consistent with
the findings of Dockery and Steiner (1990) and Day and Crain
(1992) that managers and subordinates seek different currencies of exchange from their partners (i.e., subordinates seek social and managers seek work-related currencies). The findings
showed relative support for the predictions regarding subordinates, with the exception of affect, but lack of support for
managers. Because this finding may have been due to the fact
that we did not have supervisor LMX-MDM reports, we suggest that this as an area that should be explored further in future research.
In terms of their own effort, subordinates’ reports of effort toward relationship development were positively related
to contribution as predicted. For both managers and subordinates, own effort was negatively related to professional respect (as reported by the subordinates). When combined with
the findings for other’s effort (other’s effort was positively related to respect for both managers and subordinates), these results suggest that effort may play a key role relative to respect
in the relationship: Respect is greater when individuals see effort on the part of the dyad partner, but if they have to work
too hard to develop the relationship, they have less respect for
the other person. This finding is interesting because it suggests
that the professional capabilities that the dimension of respect
taps into may be related to the extent to which the individual works to develop relationships. Because this has not been
clearly addressed in the literature, this possibility suggests another avenue for future research.
Finally, the findings on subordinates’ intentions to exert future effort toward relationship development showed that future effort was most notably a function of the interaction between dyadic tenure and relationship quality. Subordinates
who established higher quality LMX relationships and had
been with their managers for the longest time showed the
greatest intentions of putting forth effort in the relationship
in the future. Employees with lower quality relationships reported lower intentions to exert future effort, seemingly regardless of tenure in the relationship.
This finding suggests a rationale for past reports of the stability of LMX relationships (Liden et al., 1993). Subordinates
in lower quality relationships for any amount of time appear
to express lower intentions to invest in relationship development, whereas as tenure in the relationship increases, in-
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dividuals in higher quality relationships report increasingly
greater intentions toward future effort. This has an important
implication for managers and subordinates in lower quality
LMX relationships. Because subordinates in lower quality relationships are less likely to make an effort to change their
status, managers may need to be the catalyst for change and
initiate the steps necessary to build the quality of the relationship (Whitener et al., 1998). However, if subordinates do
not respond to this attempt by demonstrating effort back to
the manager, the relationship will likely not improve, and respect for one another will deteriorate. In these cases, the organization must endure subpar relationships and the resultant negative organizational consequences associated with
them, including lower productivity, less job satisfaction,
fewer extra-role behaviors, and so forth (Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995). Coupled with recent research showing the negative effects of differentiation (Maslyn & Uhl-Bien, 1998), it is apparent that managers and subordinates must take positive steps
to manage their lower quality relationships by getting their
dyad partner to feel they are making efforts. Moreover, future research needs to investigate managers’ reports of intended future effort to see how they compare with our findings for subordinates.
In terms of other theoretical and practical implications, this
study helps shed light on individuals’ perceptions about factors related to relationships that develop well versus those
that develop poorly. The study also adds a different twist to
work on antecedents to LMX already in the literature (Bauer &
Green, 1996; Deluga, 1998; Liden et al., 1993), extending understanding about member roles in the relationship in terms of effort toward relationship development. In addressing the question of whose effort is more important, the data show that, in
support of social exchange theory, it is not the manager’s or
the subordinate’s behavior per se that drives the relationship
but rather the dyad partner’s behavior (regardless of whether
the partner is the manager or the subordinate) that is important for higher quality relationship development. Though the
study was cross-sectional and did not allow us to test these issues in a dynamic interactive process, we propose that, consistent with social exchange, this behavior may represent the

Figure 2. Interaction of leader–member exchange (LMX) and dyadic
tenure in the prediction of intended future effort toward the manager–
subordinate relationship.
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reciprocation effort as seen by the dyad partner. In support
of this suggestion, the finding that reports of higher levels of
own effort and lower effort by the partner were accompanied
by reports of lower LMX demonstrates to us that the individuals felt they worked hard at relationship development but
the dyad partner did not pull his or her weight—an indication
of a lack of reciprocation in the relationship. When such unbalanced effort was reported, respect in the relationship was
lower (i.e., respect was positively related to other’s effort and
negatively related to own effort in the regression analyses). Because reciprocity was not the focus of this research, however,
these issues need to be further explored in future studies.
A major strength of this study lies in the consistency of results in both the same-source and cross-dyad analyses. Not
only does this strengthen the findings about judgments of effort on the part of the other member of the dyad, but it also
lends support to much past research that has found similar
judgments of overall LMX quality (e.g., Deluga & Perry, 1994;
Duchon et al., 1986; Liden & Graen, 1980). The extension of
these tests for the few variables that we were not able to collect from supervisors (e.g., LMX-MDM, future effort) is recommended for future research.
The use of both the LMX-7 and the LMX-MDM is another
strength of this study. The LMX-MDM is a relatively new
measure that allowed us to examine dimensionality as well
as overall quality of LMX relationships. The real value of the
LMX-MDM for this study was in the unique effects found for
the varying dimensions. However, although Liden and Maslyn (1998) suggested that the composite LMX-MDM measure
could be used as a replacement for the LMX-7 when dimensions of LMX were not the focus of the research, the composite LMX-MDM did not consistently show the same pattern of
results as the LMX-7. Therefore, we suggest that future work
be conducted on these two measures to examine how they
interrelate.
Despite the strong test–retest reliability and the additional
test for social desirability, this study did use some single-item
measures. The consistency of findings across multiple tests for
both supervisors and subordinates partially alleviates concern
about the validity of the single-item measures, but we suggest
that these findings be replicated with multiple-item measures.
The internal consistency of the contribution measure (.66)
presents another potential problem of measurement. Because
the use of the contribution dimension often resulted in unique
findings, replication is suggested. The study also looked at a
recall measure of LMX development and was based on a crosssectional design using existing dyads. As such, we were not
able to capture information about who made the initial effort
or whether such effort was immediately reciprocated. We suggest that the questions examined in this study be tested using
a longitudinal approach.
In conclusion, this article provides a first real insight into
the nature of relative effort in LMX relationships and how it is
associated with LMX quality and met expectations, as well as
intentions to exert future effort into relationship development.
The research answers questions central to LMX theory that
have remained unaddressed in the literature to date. Though
we believe the study suggests implications for social exchange
and reciprocity in LMX relationships, the research design did
not allow for a true test of reciprocity because of its cross-sectional nature. Therefore, future research needs to further explore these issues, because they are at the heart of LMX.
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